Complainant goes on to argue In his brief that his refusal
to continue working until the pillar row in question was pulled due to
his fear for his safety was a reasonable one under the circumstances
he was confronted with on August 6, 1981, when he refused to continue
working.  In support of this conclusion he cites the fact that he has
established that retreat mining Is more hazardous than advance mining,
and that had he continued to work beyond the completion of his regular
shift, he would have been cross-cutting the pillar fenders, which is
the most hazardous aspect of pillar mining.  He also cited the record
testimony to support his conclusion that he was already exhausted at the
completion of his regular work shift, and the lack of any evidence by
the respondent to support its claim that his claim of exhaustion was
made in bad faith.

Complainant argues that another important consideration in determining
whether his refusal to continue working was reasonable is the exact
nature of the order given him by respondent's management.  Complainant
maintains that the record convincingly shows that he was not told to continue
working for a specific amount of time, but rather, was ordered to continue
working until the row of pillars was pulled or face the loss of his job'.
Complainant asserts that implicit in this order was that he was being
required to continue working no matter how long it took the crew to complete
the job, and that this resulted in his having to determine for himself
how much additional work remained to be done and how long that work would
take.  Discounting Mr. Miller's claim that he told the crew in the lamphouse
that the extra work "shouldn't take us over two or three hours", com-
plainant points to other testimony, Including certain alleged contradictory
statements by Mr. Miller, to support the conclusion that the crew was never
specifically told how long they were expected to remain to work.  Even
assuming arguendo that Mr. Miller did make the statement that he believed
the extra work would only take two or three hours, complainant asserts
that this was an expression of Mr, Miller's opinion and it did not change
the work order, nor did it change the fact that the miners on the section
did not agree that the work could be completed in that amount of time.

Complainant maintains that the reasonableness of his belief regarding
how long it would take to finish pulling the pillar row is supported by
the fact that two of his co-workers on the section likewise felt, at
the time the order to continue working was given, that the additional work
would require another shift to complete.  The complainant and Mr, Jones
were the miners in the best position to determine how much coal remained
to be mined and how long the work would take, as they were directly
responsible for cutting, drilling and shooting the coal face.  Recognizing
the respondent's attempts to establish through the testimony of Mr. Miller
that it was unreasonable for the complainant to believe the extra work
would have taken more than a couple of hours, the complainant cites the
testimony reflecting disagreement as to how many of the remaining fenders
would have been cross-cut in completing the pillar-pulling process, but
emphasis the fact that the complainant's belief that the additional work
to be done would have taken another shift was based on the amount of coal
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